It has become commonplace to assert that prior to the modern era, mimesis was the means whereby Western writers established their authority, and textual collaboration was their method of composition. The pre-modern writer did not need to cite his sources. (The masculine pronoun is well established as the only appropriate one for discussions of medieval and early modern authorship. Though women did write at that time, the male writer was plainly normative.) Robert Burton in his seventeenth-century Anatomy of Melancholy attributes to the Roman writer Lucan the now-familiar metaphorical expression of the mimetic textual economy: "A dwarf standing on the shoulders of a giant may see farther than a giant himself." Implicit in this aphorism is an emphasis on accumulated knowledge. The notion of reverence for the giants, the source, the Authority, is also explicit in the metaphor of standing on the shoulders of giants, as is an endorsement of the practice of imitating the source.
Historian Giles Constable goes so far as to declare, "The term plagiarism should indeed probably be dropped in reference to the Middle Ages, since it expresses a concept of literary individualism and property that is distinctively modern" (39). Martha Woodmansee concurs: the notion of the author as an individual creator of original works is a "relatively recent invention" ("Author Effect" 15). According to Mark Rose, the shift from mimetic to individualistic authorship took place in response to the technological innovation of the printing press. Widespread dissemination of texts gave rise to the possibility of making a living as a writer, unfettered by patrons. From these economic conditions arose copyright laws, begin- We are as dwarfs mounted on the shoulders of giants, so that although we perceive many more things than they, it is not because our vision is more piercing or our stature higher, but because we are carried and elevated higher thanks to their gigantic size. (165) The "we" of Bernard's aphorism-the most recent writer-is in possession of something new, a range of vision inaccessible to those giant sources. Embedded in the medieval mimetic economy of authorship, in other words, are essential components of the modern individual economy: the notion of the individual and the notion that he might seize something new. The author, in fact, may not be a recent invention. What Mark Rose's and Martha Woodmansee's work does establish, though, is that in the modern era a shift in emphasis has taken place. A chain of causes attendant upon the Gutenberg revolution has produced a textual economy in which the source must be resisted (consider the anxieties of influence described by Harold Bloom and Frangoise Meltzer) or bracketed (in scholarly citation, which Constable and many others regard as legitimated plagiarism) and in which mimesis is clearly inferior to the originary compositions of the Romantic genius (Woodmansee, "Author Effect" 18). The individual author defines the post-Gutenberg playing field, and that author is credited with the attributes of proprietorship, autonomy, originality, and morality. Although three centuries after the inception of the modern author these attributes have come to be regarded as "facts" about authorship, their historical emergence demonstrates them to be cultural arbitraries, textual corollaries to the technological and economic conditions of the society that instated them.
Today the technological innovation of the computer is precipitating and accompanying shifts in textual values that may be as profound as the modern emergence of the normative autonomous, individual author. In this new textual economy, Woodmansee says that the computer is "dissolving the boundaries essential to the survival of our modern fiction of the author as the sole creator of unique, original works" ("Author Effect" 25). Peter Holland points to hypertext as one of the ways in which digitized technology destabilizes the normative individual author. In hypertext, readers make additions and changes without necessarily leaving any trace of who contributed what, and a text is never "finished." "Hypertext," Holland says, "enables us to reconsider the whole notion of the intellectual status authorship confers, not least since it creates two types of authors/editors, refusing to distinguish between the two: those who write sentences and those who restructure materials" (21). No longer do we have originators and plagiarists-or giants and pygmies-but the collective, always unfinished text. To debate whether this most recent shift-or indeed, any shift in the representation of authorship-is a "good thing" would be to postulate some sort of pre-discursive reality to textuality. It is sufficient, at least for the moment, to observe that this shift, like its predecessors, reflects and reproduces the social conditions that produced it.
PLAGIARISMS
Hypertext makes visible what literary critics have theorized: the cumulative, interactive nature of writing that makes impossible the representation of a stable category of authorship and hence a stable category of plagiarism. Susan Stewart brands current legal definitions of literary property as "naive materialism" (15-16). Another critic, Franqoise Meltzer, explains Descartes's and Freud's anxieties about originality: writers who want recognition must assert priority; to assert priority is to assert originality; and to assert originality engenders a fear of being robbed. Behind that fear of being robbed is "the larger fear that there is no such thing as originality" (40-41).
If there is no originality, there is no basis for literary property. If there is no originality and no literary property, there is no basis for the notion of plagiarism.
Ellen McCracken finds in a short story by Ricardo Piglia a "metaplagiarism" that she celebrates for its challenge to literary property. And Woodmansee questions whether solitary, originary authorship has ever described how any writer composes; instead, she characterizes it as an ideal constructed and promulgated for economic purposes ("Author Effect" 15).
These scholars are working in the tradition of Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault, who describe the author as a cultural arbitrary. Pierre Bourdieu and JeanClaude Passeron offer a useful explanation of the sense in which "arbitrary" is here used:
The selection of meanings which objectively defines a group's or a class's culture as a symbolic system is arbitrary insofar as the structure and functions of that culture cannot be deduced from any universal principle, whether physical, biological or spiritual, not being linked by any sort of internal relation to "the nature of things" or any "human nature." King's textual strategies reveal the multiple communities in which writers work and the resulting complexities of community allegiances. The King case illustrates Joseph Harris's assertion that no one is ever a member of just one community at a time. Perhaps none of us makes neat switches between mutually exclusive communities; instead, our communities and our allegiances to them compete with and overlap each other. We carry the practices and conventions of one community into another, as King did by engaging in African-American voice merging when composing his academic and political prose. Neither diachronically nor synchronically, then, can authorship be bounded into stable, antipodal categories of mimetic, autonomous, or collaborative authorship. The heterogeneity of theories of authorship, the contradictory definitions that exist simultaneously, render impossible any sort of unitary representation. Yet both pedagogy and institutional policies on student authorship-and specifically, student plagiarism-attempt just that. Representations of student plagiarism seldom acknowledge the heterogeneous definitions of authorship in contemporary letters. Instead, these representations simplify student authorship, depicting it as a unified, stable field. The principle used for the task of unifying and stabilizing student plagiarism is the putative morality of the "true" ( Where composition studies has proven least receptive to postmodern theory is in surrendering its belief in the writer as an autonomous self, even at a time when extensive group collaboration is practiced in many writing classrooms. Since the beginning of composition teaching in the late nineteenth century, college writing teachers have been heavily invested in the stability of the self and the attendant beliefs that writing can be a means of self-discovery and intellectual self-realization. (15) It is this notion of the "autonomous self" that renders representations of student plagiarism univocal endorsements of the Romantic genius-as evidenced in Edward M. White's statement:
Plagiarism is outrageous, because it undermines the whole purpose of education itself: Instead of becoming more of an individual thinker, the plagiarist denies the self and the possibility of learning. Someone who will not, or cannot, distinguish his or her ideas from those of others offends the most basic principles of learning.
A substantial contingent of composition scholars has, nevertheless, joined the interrogation of the autonomous author. David R. Russell's notion of learning as a collaborative rather than solitary phenomenon contrasts significantly with White's:
Learning is at bottom acquiring habits from other people, habits of activity, including communicating and thinking, which are, in the deepest sense, kinds of activity, since there is no real division between mind and body, thinking and doing. Ordinarily we refer to prose that merely restates the language of previous writers as "quotation," "paraphrase," "summary," or "plagiarism." Every writer, of course, borrows something from past achievements and must work within the historical limitations of a genre, but sheer replication is never apropos because writing addresses itself primarily to the not yet written. The dialectic of these simultaneous perspectives constitutes sufficient discipline-internal pressure upon the very notion of plagiarism to prompt its redefinition in the policies that govern student authorship-institutional policies against plagiarism. Given the contested notions of authorship in the academy today, the Romantic originator can no longer be the sole model of the author on which colleges' plagiarism policies draw. Nor, in the wake of the postmodern death of the author, can a revised (or discarded) policy declare the student writer a casualty caught in the crossfire. We must redefine institutional policies to account for the dialectic.
In that dialectic we may discover phenomena of authorship that were obscured by overdetermined definitions of and legislation against plagiarism. Redefinition is already underway not only in the realm of theory but also in commentators' fresh advice for teachers' and administrators' pedagogical responses to plagiarism. Although Margaret Kantz assumes that student papers strive to present "original arguments" (75), she believes that student plagiarism results from teachers' poor task representations (84), rather than from either of the two causes to which plagiarism is traditionally ascribed-a lack of morality or an ignorance of citation conventions (see The concepts of author and authorship, so radically destabilized in contemporary literary theory--and in current discursive practice in fields as far removed as engineering and law--have also been problematized in the field of rhetoric and composition studies, where scholars have challenged the traditional exclusion of student writing from claims to "real writing" and "authorship," explored the ways in which authority is experienced by student writers, and increasingly sought to map various models of composing processes. ( 
Universities' policies describe plagiarism in moral terms when they classify it as a form of "academic dishonesty." At the same time, though, these policies often define plagiarism in formalist terms, as features of texts. Plagiarism policies may even specifically exclude the writer's intentions, stipulating that plagiarism is plagiarism even if the writer is ignorant of its prohibition.
Certainly, morality is the major factor in the purchase of term papers described by Gary M. Galles, Michael Pemberton, and Edward White; and it may apply to other types of plagiarism, as well, depending upon the writer's intentions. But morality is not a necessary component of plagiarism, and ignorance of citation conventions is not its sole alternative. A third possibility, too seldom recognized, is that students may have commendable reasons for engaging in patchwriting, a textual strategy that is commonly classified as plagiarism.
A college's policy on plagiarism needs to ask the same questions about students' motivations that Stewart, Meltzer, McCracken, and Eliot ask of their professional writers. In reading students' prose, we need first to know whether the writer intended to plagiarize. If the plagiarism was intentional, we then need to know motivations: Was it for personal gain at the expense of others? In order to challenge the concept of plagiarism itself? To weave new patterns from the fabrics of others? And if the plagiarism was not intentional, we still need to know motivations: Was it engendered by an ignorance of citation conventions? By a monologic encounter with unfamiliar words and concepts? Similarly, we must engage questions of context. Is the student experienced in the discourse of the discipline in which he or she is writing? Has the student been introduced to the textual conventions of the discipline? (Some disciplines, for example, have a considerably higher tolerance for and expectation of students' recapitulating their sources-whether in paraphrase, summary, quotation, or patch-writing-than do others.) Is the student working from sources assigned by the instructor? (In such cases it is unlikely that he or she intended to deceive. Given the range of contemporary theories of authorship, a postmodern dismissal of all academic plagiarism policies would be unreasonable; the academy's stance on plagiarism must represent (insofar as it is possible) the dialectic, not just one voice in it. Nor is it likely that many theorists would actually want to abolish all policy on plagiarism, for very fewv find the purchase of term papers acceptable. It is, however, reasonable to revise definitions of plagiarism to account for the contingent nature of authorship and its constituent discourses; to account for the collaborative nature of writing; to allow authorial intention as a factor in the adjudication of student plagiarism; and to postulate positive value for patchwriting, a textual strategy that is too often classified as plagiarism, regarded as immoral, and punished by "Fs" and even expulsion.
The following plagiarism policy is institution-specific. As will be obvious, a number of changes would have to be made if it were adopted at other collegesreference to the handbook used at the institution, for example, or to the resources available at the writing center. The defining categories into which it analyzes plagiarism-the categories of cheating, non-attribution, and patchwriting-are overlapping rather than mutually exclusive; this policy does not resolve all ambiguities involved with plagiarism. Instead, it acknowledges the complexities of the issue and offers guidelines for negotiating what will continue to be contested terrain. The policy acknowledges the terms of that contest and urges all participants-writers and readers-to engage it as openly as possible.
A PROPOSED POLICY ON PLAGIARISM
It is perhaps never the case that a writer composes "original" material, free of any influence. It might be more accurate to think of creativity, of fresh combinations made from existing sources, or fresh implications for existing materials.
An important requirement of most academic writing is acknowledging one's sources. We all work from sources, even when we are being creative. American academic culture demands that writers who use the exact words of a source supply quotation marks at the beginning and end of the quotation, so that the reader can know where the voice of the source begins and ends. In addition, the writer must use footnotes, parenthetical notes, or endnotes to cite the source, so that the reader can consult that source if he or she chooses. Writers must also acknowledge the sources not only of words but also of ideas, insofar as is possible, even when they are not quoting word for word. Moreover, in final-draft writing, academic writers may not paraphrase a source by using its phrases and sentences, with a few changes in grammar or word choice-even when the source is cited.
Plagiarism is the representation of a source's words or ideas as one's own. Plagiarism occurs when a writer fails to supply quotation marks for exact quotations; fails to cite the sources of his or her ideas; or adopts the phrasing of his or her sources, with changes in grammar or word choice.
Plagiarism takes three different forms--cheating, non-attribution of sources, and patchwriting:
1. Cheating Borrowing, purchasing, or otherwise obtaining work composed by someone else and submitting it under one's own name. The minimum penalty is an "F" in the course; the maximum penalty, suspension from the university.
2. Non-attribution Writing one's own paper but including passages copied exactly from the work of another (regardless of whether that work is published or unpublished or whether it comes from a printed or electronic source) without providing (a) footnotes, endnotes, or parenthetical notes that cite the source and (b) quotation marks or block indentation to indicate precisely what has been copied from the source. Because non-attribution is sometimes the result of a student's inexperience with conventions of academic writing, instruction in source attribution and subsequent revision of the paper may be the instructor's most appropriate response. Non-attribution can alternatively be the result of a student's intent to deceive, in which case the minimum penalty is an "F" in the course and the maximum penalty, suspension from the university.
3. Patchwriting Writing passages that are not copied exactly but that have nevertheless been borrowed from another source, with some changes-a practice which The Bedford Handbook for Writers calls "paraphrasing the source's language too closely" (477). This "patchwriting" is plagiarism regardless of whether one supplies footnotes, endnotes, or parenthetical notes that acknowledge the source. However, patchwriting is not always a form of academic dishonesty; it is not always committed by immoral writers. Often it is a form of writing that learners employ when they are unfamiliar with the words and ideas about which they are writing. In this situation, patchwriting can actually help the learner begin to understand the unfamiliar material. Yet it is a transitional writing form; it is never acceptable for final-draft academic writing, for it demonstrates that the writer does not fully understand the source from which he or she is patchwriting. Because patchwriting can result from a student's inexperience with conventions of academic writing, instruction in quotation and source attribution and a request for subsequent revision of the paper may be an appropriate response for the instructor. But because patchwriting often results from a student's unfamiliarity with the words and ideas of a source text, instruction in the material discussed in the source and a request for subsequent revision of the paper is even more frequently the appropriate response. Patchwriting can also be the result of a student's intent to deceive, in which case the minimum penalty is an "F" in the course and the maximum penalty, suspension from the university.
Additional advice for students: Both citation (footnotes, parenthetical notes, or endnotes) and quotation marks are required whenever you copy exact words and phrases from a source. When you paraphrase or summarize but do not copy exactly, citation is still required. When in doubt, cite; over-citation is an error, but under-citation is plagiarism. Your citations should follow a recognized style sheet; you should not make up your own system. If your instructor does not specify a style sheet, you may want to adopt the MLA style, which is described in The Bedford Handbook for Writers, ?50, or the APA system, ?51. For advice about when to quote sources, see ?49d; and for detailed explanation of how to quote, ?37 and 49e.
The sources you should cite include not only printed materials but also electronic sources. Most style sheets are currently publishing new editions that provide advice for citing sources obtained by computer-materials from the Internet or CD Rom disks, for example.
The sources you should cite also include contributions that others may make to your drafts in progress-friends, family, classmates, and tutors who gave you ideas for your essay or who made suggestions for its improvement. Writers customarily provide a single discursive footnote to acknowledge such contributions. Often the footnote appears at the end of the title or the first paragraph of the essay. Usually one to three sentences, naming the contributors to the paper and sketching the nature and extent of their contributions, suffice.
Patchwriting, the third type of plagiarism listed above, is an issue somewhat more complicated than that of citation. For example, a student who had never before studied theories of mythology read the following passage:
The world of the Ancient Near East, however, was familiar with myth of a rather different kind, myth as the spoken word which accompanied the performance of certain all-important religious rituals. (Davidson 11) The student then wrote a paper that included this patchwriting: Additional advice for faculty: An instructor who suspects that a student has committed plagiarism should inform the Dean of Students. But faculty must be attentive to the complexities of plagiarism, for often a pedagogical rather than judicial response is appropriate. Patchwriting, for example, though unacceptable for final-draft academic writing, is a technique that learners typically employ in their early encounters with unfamiliar discourse. Because patchwriting represents a blend of the learner's words and phrases with those of the source, it is a valuable strategy for helping the learner appropriate and learn to understand unfamiliar words and ideas. Most patchwriters, far from being immoral members of the academic community, are instead people working their way through cognitive difficulties. The instructor can help in this process by making clear that patchwriting will not suffice for finished academic prose. Even more importantly, the instructor can aid the student in understanding the materials that are presenting such challenges. Once the student feels comfortable with those materials, he or she will probably be able to write about them with greater ease.
Most importantly, the instructor can help the student learn methods for reading and writing about difficult texts. Summarizing texts without simultaneously looking at those texts is an invaluable academic skill. Students should learn that the wrong question to ask is "How else can I say this?" Instead, they should learn to read until they understand; then write without looking at the source; and then return to the source to check accuracy and comprehensiveness and to see if any passages are sufficiently similar that they should quote them exactly.
The Writing Center can support this instructional endeavor by conducting workshops on reading and writing from sources; by supplying instructors with handouts on summary-writing; and by providing tutoring for individuals or small groups of students. Instructors can call the director of the center to arrange for workshops, ask for handouts, or refer students for appropriate tutoring.
Finally, faculty should be alert to the possibility that students may not be attributing sources or may be patchwriting because of their own cultural traditions. Students from some non-Western societies, for example-as well as those from some Western subcultures-may have been taught to adopt the voice of an authoritative source or to blend the voice of that source with their own, without citing it. The instructor can help students realize that expectations of attribution-and non-attribution-are culture-specific. The instructor can also assist students not only in learning the "rules" of Western academic culture but also in engaging the often slow process of becoming experienced in writing according to Western academic conventions.
THE CONSTITUENCIES OF THE ACADEMY
Institutional policies must be centrist; they must describe the multiplicity of beliefs in the community which they purport to represent and protect. We must revise universities' plagiarism policies because at present they describe only one notion of authorship, the unified, autonomous subject whose textual manifestation derives from his or her moral turpitude. But we must not simply replace one prescriptive metanarrative with another, the individual with the collaborative. Rather, we must articulate policy that acknowledges both; for both prevail in the contemporary academy. The policy offered in the preceding section of this essay does not prescribe a subject-or an absence of one-but instead describes a variety of his or her possible textual locations. It affirms the possibility of individual authorship and hence of plagiarism, but it does not characterize plagiarism as the binary opposite of originality nor as a transgression against textual virtue. Rather, it defines plagiarism in both positive and negative terms. The negative terms are couched not in the language of morality but instead speak of a failure to recognize and acknowledge the collaborative nature of one's writing. The positive terms-heretofore absent from institutions' policies-would enhance colleges' and universities' educational agendas by sanctioning rather than criminalizing an important stage of students' learning processes. Consonant with traditional plagiarism policies, this one resorts to features of text to differentiate its categories of plagiarism. But, consonant with contemporary theory, it adds the variables of writer, context, and reader to differentiate the two major categories of plagiarism: that which should be treated as an offense and that which should be regarded as a valuable transitional composing strategy.
Such a policy, institutionalized in its entirety-including the sections of advice to students and teachers (though these passages might best be presented in student handbooks and faculty guides, rather than in the college's canon of juridical regulations)-does not work against but enables the transformations in pedagogy that are already underway in the classrooms of practitioners like Hull and Rose. It acknowledges plagiarism as a cultural arbitrary and urges faculty not to be overly zealous in their response to the manifestation of alternative textual values in the work of students from non-Western or non-mainstream cultures.
What this policy does not and cannot do is provide for the future effects of electronic composition. The policy is itself provisional, and it will need to be revised again in a very few years. The free-form collaborations that are already occurring on the Internet have caused a considerable stir. Participants in discussion groups complain about their remarks' being cited without their permission, and the net proposes that participants respect their colleagues by obtaining such permissions. Reaching an impasse while writing a book, essay, or paper, a discussion group participant poses the problem on the net and receives a variety of responses, some from anonymous members; and these responses, impossible to trace, become part of the writer's thinking. Recommendations are being formulated for revising copyright law to account for electronic media. Richard Lanham's book on authorship in cyberspace is published simultaneously in hard copy and on computer disk. University publishers anticipate offering all their books in electronic media. Academic journals are published in cyberspace, and discussion about them proliferates in the same medium. The Internet user surfs through a universe of information, stumbling quite by accident upon all sorts of materials without knowing quite how he or she got there or how to get home again. Citing data from such sources can pose near-impossible challenges for the writer. And when any of these phenomena occur in hypertext, with its multiple authors whose contributions are untraceable, the matter becomes hopelessly entangled.
These and many other aspects of electronic composition (not least of which are the questions of censoring the net and ensuring that writers of electronic texts will be able to reap monetary profits from their endeavors) promise to transform the nature of authorship in the twenty-first century. Because we are at present riding the early wave of this change, we cannot yet describe what authorship will look like in fifty years, much less account for it in present-day policy regarding student plagiarism.
We can, however, address the issues that are already established regarding student writing and focus on the task of enabling the innovative pedagogical approaches already suggested by composition scholars, while recognizing that whatever determinations we reach are necessarily provisional. Jaszi and Woodmansee say that the pressures on the economy of authorship have not yet caused revision of juridical installations regarding copyright and plagiarism; if anything, these have become even more strident in defense of textual purity (8-9). Observing the chasm between theory and the law, we must recognize that pedagogical applications of contemporary theory have gone as far as they can within the limits of now-outdated law. It is time, therefore, to undertake gradual revisions of the law, so that it will reflect rather than obscure the complexities of student authorship.
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